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ABSTRACT 
 
The McClelland Site (21GD258) and the Oneota Tradition in the Red Wing Region 
Jasmine Charline Koncur 
Master Science in Applied Anthropology  
Minnesota State University, Mankato 
Mankato, Minnesota, 2018 
 
There is a long history of Oneota studies in the Red Wing, Minnesota, region, but 
most have been closely intertwined with the Silvernale phase, either because of site 
location or actual cultural linking.  This has created a literature rife with speculation 
about the relationship between Silvernale and Oneota.  While there are some Oneota sites 
known to exist near sites with Silvernale phase materials, there are many others away 
from Silvernale sites that have not yet received detailed analysis.  The McClelland site 
(21GD258) is one of many single component Oneota sites in tributary valleys outside the 
Mississippi trench.  The McClelland assemblage can be used to help construct the 
framework for a better understanding of the Oneota tradition within the Red Wing region 
separate from the Silvernale phase.  This analysis will help develop a more 
comprehensive understanding of the unique characteristics of Oneota tradition in the Red 
Wing Region. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 
 
As with all other archeological traditions, the defining elements of the Oneota 
tradition are generally stated in terms of similar artifact assemblages.  However, even 
though there are similarities, there are also notable and recognized differences between 
Oneota sites throughout the Midwest.  In Red Wing, Minnesota, there is clear evidence of 
the presence of the Oneota tradition, and it is both similar and different to the appearance 
of the Oneota tradition elsewhere. 
The Oneota tradition in the Red Wing region has been documented in many 
archeological assemblages.  However, because most evidence has come from 
multicomponent sites with occasionally mixed deposits, there is much confusion trying to 
understand not only the nature of the Oneota occupation but also the patterns of their 
interaction with others in this area.  There are documented single component Oneota 
tradition sites within the Red Wing region (e.g., Burnside School, Sell, Area 51, Horse, 
and McClelland), located away from the major multicomponent sites on the Cannon and 
Mississippi Rivers (Silvernale, Bartron, Bryan, Mero, and Energy Park), but the single 
component Oneota sites have had little to no research since they were found.  Hence, 
although they exist, they have not yet been adequately harnessed to resolve important 
questions.  Data from the McClelland site will be analyzed for this thesis in order to help 
lay the framework for understanding the single component Oneota sites, as well as help 
with the interpretation of the major sites that have Oneota components in the artifact 
assemblage.  How does McClelland compare to the other sites in the Red Wing region 
and does it help with understanding Oneota separate from the Silvernale Phase? 
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Figure 1: Red Wing region Major Sites and Oneota Sites 
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The McClelland site is located near Red Wing, Minnesota, in the Hay Creek 
valley, next to Trout Brook (Figure 1).  This site was found in 2006 during the annual 
Minnesota State University, Mankato summer field school.  At the time of discovery, a 
surface collection was conducted, and more than 1,700 artifacts were found in the 
cultivated field.  In 2010, the field school returned with plans to excavate.  The surface 
was again collected, and each artifact was demarcated with a pin flag so that some idea of 
surface concentrations could be gained.  The second surface collection yielded more than 
900 artifacts. 
Based on the concentration areas from the surface collection, six 1x1 meter 
excavation units, organized into three 2x1 meter excavation blocks were laid out in the 
field.  Five pit features were documented within the six excavations units.  All features 
varied in size and artifact content and 100% of the features were collected for flotation. 
Based on initial assessments, the McClelland site appears to be a single 
component, Oneota tradition site.  This lends great significance to the site in terms of its 
ability to help us understand the Oneota tradition separately from the Silvernale phase in 
Red Wing. 
In addition to the current chapter, there are five chapters in this thesis.  Chapter 2 
is a discussion of the history of the Oneota tradition throughout the Midwest and the 
previous investigations in the Red Wing region.  Methods of data collection from surface 
collections, excavation units, and features are discussed in Chapter 3.  Results and 
interpretation of lithic, faunal and pottery artifacts are discussed in Chapter 4.  Chapter 5 
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is a paleoethnobotanical analysis of two features.  In Chapter 6 the conclusion will 
provide suggestions for further research. 
The Oneota tradition is spread widely across the Midwest region.  The main goal 
of this work is to be able to better characterize the Oneota tradition for the Red Wing 
region, using a single component site.  Specific attention will be focused on all 
classifications in the artifact assemblage.  This will help with further research and help 
contextualize other Oneota sites in this area.  It will also better frame future questions 
about Oneota tradition here.  Other single component Oneota sites in the Red Wing 
Region such as Horse, Area 51, Burnside School, and Sell can all be used to compare 
with McClelland.  McClelland can then help with understanding what potential expected 
materials that might be recovered from other Oneota sites within the Red Wing region.  
Together we believe they will help us understand the nature of Oneota separate from 
Silvernale and Blue Earth Oneota, and thus also help us better understand the Silvernale 
phase. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  BACKGROUND 
 
Numerous archaeological excavations throughout the Midwest demonstrate an 
Oneota tradition presence.  However, despite some inter-site similarities, there are also 
notable observed differences, leading to the belief that there are many localized variations 
of the Oneota tradition.  There are multiple areas of defined Oneota traditions in 
Minnesota, each with some unique characteristics: the Red Wing region, Blue Earth 
region, Mille Lacs region, upper Minnesota River (Ft. Ridgely), Root River, and the 
Sheffield site (St. Croix River), not to mention La Crosse, WI (Dobbs 1991; Fleming 
2013; Gibbon 1979; Henning 1998; Schirmer 2002). 
Artifact characteristics that most generally define the Oneota tradition are shell 
tempered, globular pottery, with varied vessel decorations including chevrons and 
punctates, but with incised or trailed lines predominating (Dobbs 1991; Holley n.d.; 
Henning 1998).  Hunting, fishing, and agriculture were major aspects of utilizing their 
local environmental resources and are common practices typically found in the 
archeological record of Oneota sites.  Domesticated plants such as maize, squash, gourd, 
goosefoot, marshelder, sunflower and little barely are commonly found in Oneota 
botanical assemblages (Argizian 1994; Green and Tolmie 2004; Fleming and 
Koncur2016; Schirmer 2002; Zalucha 1987).  Large storage and refuse pits are another 
common characteristic found in Oneota tradition sites (Henning 1998). 
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Taxonomic History of the Oneota Tradition in the Red Wing Region 
 
In the Red Wing region, the major sites (Bryan, Mero, Silvernale, Bartron, and 
Energy Park) are complex villages that have different components (based on pottery 
style) present around the same time.  Evidence of the Silvernale phase and the Oneota 
tradition is present at all these sites (Dobbs 1985; Fleming 2009; Gibbon 1974; Schirmer 
2002; Wilford 1955;).  The multiple components at these sites have made it difficult to be 
able to differentiate between the two. 
 In 1955, Lloyd Wilford published a taxonomic chart (Figure 2) based on his 
excavations at Silvernale, Bryan, Bartron and other sites (Schirmer n.d.; Wilford 1955;).  
Using the information from those excavations, he organized the different types of 
traditions and components in a hierarchical system for Red Wing.  These positions were 
based the Midwest Taxonomic Method, which was created by McKern (1939).  This was 
only applied in Red Wing for a short period of time until 1968 when Elden Johnson 
returned to Red Wing to excavate at Bartron. 
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Figure 2: Wilford Taxonomic Chart 1955 
During the period when Johnson was excavating at the Bartron village, the Willey 
and Philips taxonomic methods were being widely applied, replacing the McKern system.  
In Wisconsin the horizon scheme from Willey and Philips had been applied to the 
research at Carcajou Point (Hall 1962; Overstreet 1991).  This horizon scheme has been 
applied and used in Wisconsin archeology to help with understanding the Oneota 
tradition in the state.  Emergent, Developmental, Classic (Hall 1962) and Historical 
(Overstreet 1991), are the four different horizon schemes that have been applied to 
Wisconsin Oneota tradition.  According to Willey and Philips (1958) a horizon scheme 
is:  
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…a primarily spatial continuity represented by cultural traits and assemblages 
whose nature and mode of occurrence permit the assumption of a brad and rapid 
spread.  The archaeological units linked by a horizon are thus assumed to be 
approximately contemporaneous. (Willey and Philips: 1958:33) 
The application of the horizon scheme does work for the Oneota tradition in other 
areas such as the La Crosse locality (Boszhardt 1994) and at Lake Koshkonong (Hall 
1962; Richards and Jeske 2002), however applying this to the Red Wing region does not 
work well.  This is because Red Wing has different artifact assemblages and site 
characteristics than other contemporaneous Oneota phases. 
Archaeological data indicate a significant concentration of late pre-contact 
occupations in the Red Wing region.  Originally, Red Wing was defined as a locality 
(Dobbs and Breakey 1987) which is larger than a site and is meant to encompass a 
closely related local community of people whose similar actions over time create the 
observed record.  In a “locality” definition, the data suggest that one can reasonably infer 
that a single community or set of closely related communities produced the record 
(Willey and Phillips 1958).  Excavations and further research show that there is too much 
diversity and complexity in Red Wing to fit comfortably within the “locality” designation 
(Schirmer n.d); interpretation of the archaeological evidence in Red Wing shows that 
diverse populations used the area.  This diversity is not what makes it difficult to separate 
components, it is a matter of the fact the sequential peoples and contemporaneous peoples 
lived in the same places, making it more consistent with a “region” designation following 
Willey and Phillips (1958).  
 
 
20 
 
There have historically been two primary, slightly differing interpretations of 
Oneota origins in Red Wing.  The first interpretation is that Middle Mississippian 
expansion to the north of Cahokia resulted in influences on local Late Woodland peoples, 
transforming them into who we recognize as Oneota. This argument of Middle 
Mississippian influence on the Red Wing region was favored for nearly three decades 
(Dobbs 1986; Gibbon 1979; Holley n.d.; Schirmer n.d.; Wilford 1945).  The second 
interpretation came around in the 1970's, when Gibbon suggested that the Oneota could 
be a transformation of local Late Woodland populations, who adopted Mississippian-like 
traits from contacts with groups down the river (Dobbs 1991; Gibbon 1972, Schirmer 
2002, n.d).Much of the difference between the two models consists of a difference in 
emphasis between external forces creating change locally versus local peoples making 
decisions for themselves. 
Pottery style and the Oneota Tradition in the Red Wing region 
Shell tempered pottery has been found scattered throughout the southern half of 
Minnesota.  In the Red Wing region, Bartron (Holley n.d), Blue Earth/Correctionville, 
Link, Silvernale I and Silvernale II pottery styles are present. It should be noted that 
these, only one (Blue Earth) has been formally described as a pottery type in the 
literature.  The others are all ideas that are in the process of being defined (Anfinson 
1979; Holley n.d.; Neumann 2017).  
Oneota pottery vessels are generally shell tempered, globular jars with 
constricted orifices and rounded bottoms.  Plain, broad-mouthed small bowls occur 
at most sites, but usually are rare.  Decoration, if applied to a jar, is confined to the 
 
 
21 
 
lip or to the inner or outer lip-rim juncture and to the upper body or shoulder 
(Henning 1998). 
Blue Earth/Correctionville phase pottery is generally confined to the southern 
portion of Minnesota.  Blue Earth Oneota type pottery is predominantly shell tempered 
and vessels have a globular body shape with high, everted rims.  Decorations typically 
consist of a tool impressed lip and rim and are confined to the shoulder. 
Shoulder generally decorated with trailed line motif; opposed diagonals, vertical 
lines, chevron and plain.  Motifs often embellished [sic] with tool impressions, short 
trailed lines, punctates and (rarely) crosses, spirals and circular depressions.  Trailed 
lines from 1-8 mm, finger trailed from 11-14mm in width.  Motifs often made up 
of closely-spaced lines and rarely extend over more than one-quarter of shoulder 
surface.(Anfinson:1979:40). 
 
Previously, this type of pottery has been associated with the Red Wing and 
Sheffield Oneota type pottery.   
Currently, the established pottery phases for the Silvernale phase in the Red Wing 
region are defined by Holley, who conducted a stylistic analysis based off traits 
observable on a large sample of pottery, as:  Silvernale I, Silvernale II, Link and Bartron.  
Silvernale phase type pottery is described to be grit or shell tempered pottery with 
modified rolled rims.  There are two distinct motif decorations for the Silvernale phase; 
the hachured scroll and nested chevrons.  It has been the common assumption in many 
writings that Silvernale type pottery could be derived from a Middle Mississippian 
Ramey style (Holley n.d.).  The time frame for Silvernale I is roughly 1125-1150 A.D. 
and Silvernale II is estimated to be 1150-1175 A.D (Holley n.d.).  Silvernale I phase 
pottery has the diagnostic traits of having weak rolled rims, faceted-rim jars, slipping, 
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polished black surfaces and having strong angled shoulders (Holley n.d.).  A common 
motif that is present during this pottery phase is “a single line forming a chevron with a 
row above the line of hachures, this could represent a variation of the hachured scroll” 
(Holley n.d.).  Silvernale II phase pottery, identified by rolled rims, intaglio from 
incising, and curved short neck pottery, is also present.  Everted rims are more common 
in the ceramic assemblage (Holley n.d.).  In the Red Wing region the archeological sites 
that have one or both Silvernale phase pottery types are Silvernale, Mero, Bryan, and 
Energy Park. 
The Link pottery phase, estimated to exist from 1175-1200 A.D., follows the 
Silvernale phase.  This pottery type is present at Bryan, Silvernale, and Energy Park.  The 
diagnostic traits of a Link phase type pottery are rim tabs on everted rims (Holley n.d.). 
The multi-component sites, which are considered to be ‘major’ sites along the 
Mississippi and Cannon rivers, have a mix of pottery phases present.  Late Woodland 
pottery is present at Bryan, Mero, and Silvernale.  Bartron phase pottery is present at 
Mero, Silvernale, Bartron, Bryan, and Adams (Fleming 2009; Gibbon 1979; Harvey 
2012; Holley n.d.; Schirmer 2002).  Link Phase pottery is present at the Bartron, Bryan, 
Energy Park, and Silvernale sites (Holley n.d.).  Silvernale I phase pottery has been found 
at the Bryan, Energy Park, Mero, and Silvernale sites.  Silvernale II phase pottery has 
been found at Bryan, Energy Park, Mero, and Silvernale. 
There is evidence that Silvernale I and Silvernale II phase pottery has a partial 
Middle Mississippian, Ramey style influence (cite Holley 1991 and n.d. here).  The 
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evidence of the link between the Silvernale phase people and the Middle Mississippian 
world is limited to pottery similarities and a small handful of non-local items (Schirmer 
2002; Fleming 2009).  Part of the difficulty in understanding Oneota in Red Wing arises 
from the fact that virtually all data on Oneota has come from large, multicomponent 
villages rather than from other sites that are considered to be a single component Oneota 
villages. 
There are numerous Oneota tradition sites nestled away from the Mississippi 
trench, along the Cannon River, and the Spring Creek and Hay Creek valleys 
(McClelland, Horse, Sell, Area 51, and Burnside School).  From surface surveys and 
some excavation, it has been determined that these sites are single component Oneota 
tradition sites.  The artifact assemblages from these sites will help with determining the 
character of Oneota in this heartland of the Red Wing region.  This will help address gaps 
in the archaeological record and assist in a better understanding of the Oneota tradition.  
Comparative analysis of site data will assist in better understanding Oneota in the Red 
Wing region and the surrounding area. 
Historic Investigations in the Spring Creek and Hay Creek Valleys 
 
The first archaeological survey done in Red Wing was conducted by The 
Northwestern Archaeological Survey.  T.H. Lewis conducted a survey of the Native 
American mounds throughout the Midwest and parts of Canada from 1880 to 1895 
(Dobbs 1991).  During Lewis’s survey work in Red Wing, he mapped an estimated 1,200 
mounds and noted several hundred possible mounds that were too degraded from farming 
to take accurate measurements on.  Lewis did not document any mounds within the 
 
 
24 
 
village boundaries at the McClelland site, but Brower (1903) (Figure 3) shows a small 
cluster of mounds which have not been relocated.  Interestingly, there are cairns that 
surround the valley; nine stone cairns surround the Struz valley in which McClelland and 
the Horse site are located (21GD39, 21GD40, 21GD263).  Brower’s chart shows seven 
stone cairns on the surrounding valley ridges.  Lewis first documented the rock cairns 
from 21GD39 (3), and 21GD40 (4) (Winchell 1911).  In the annual summer field school 
conducted by Minnesota State University, Mankato, an additional cairn was documented 
(21GD263).  One new stone cairn was recently found on top of a ridge in 2014 near the 
Horse site (personal communication with Dr. Schirmer 2014).  There is some confusion 
in the literature since there are cairns, stone mounds, stone and earth mounds, and stone 
clad mounds noted, but these often are described non-specifically or used 
interchangeably. 
Jacob Brower passed through Red Wing with avid collectors of the area in the 
early 1900's after T.H. Lewis and documented mounds and villages.  Brower has fourteen 
mounds documented in his chart at the McClelland village.  No physical evidence of 
these mounds was found during the 2006 survey, 2010 excavation, examination of 
LiDAR hillshade images, or in historical aerial photos from 1938.  As well, Brower's 
notebooks from his field work make no mention of these mounds at the McClelland site. 
 
 
25 
 
 
Figure 3: Archaeological chart of the region from Prairie Island to Lake Pepin along both banks of the 
Mississippi River, J.V. Brower and Dr. W. M. Sweeny (Brower 1903).  The McClelland site area is located in the 
rectangle on the chart.  
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In the late 1980's, Dr. Clark Dobbs with the Institute for Minnesota Archaeology 
(IMA), conducted the City of Red Wing Survey (1985) and The Spring Creek Survey 
(1991), and documented several archaeological sites that have artifact assemblages in 
relation to the Oneota tradition (Dobbs 1991).  During both of these surveys sites such as 
the Sell site (21GD96), Burnside School (21GD159), and Children's Home (21GD164) 
were all documented to be Oneota sites. 
The Burnside School site (21GD159) was known to private collectors and the 
IMA was notified about it in the 1984 City of Red Wing Survey.  Dobbs placed a 5x5 
meter grid (970 units) over the site. Two recovery methods were used: a surface 
collection and 158 soil probes.  No excavation units were put in place.  This survey 
recovered more than 4,000 artifacts including three pottery rims and twenty-eight body 
sherds, and all were shell tempered.  The rest of the assemblage is composed of lithic 
tools (cores, triangular projectile points, groundstones, scrapers, bifaces, and utilized 
flakes) and debitage (Dobbs 1991). 
In 1995 Burnside School was revisited with a field school with the IMA to 
conduct excavation.  Shovel tests were done in 10 meter intervals along a grid, where 
there was a positive shovel test, further tests were done in 5 meter intervals (Boden 
2007).  Placement of the excavation units was determined by geophysical results.  In 
Figure 3 the map has 42 excavation units put in place in the 1995 season, eight features 
were identified but only five features and one post mold were excavated (Figure 4).  The 
types of features that were excavated were: three large deep storage pits (3, 6 and 8), one 
post mold (4), one sheet midden (5) and one indistinct basin (7).  Features 1 and 2 were 
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not excavated, one is described as a possible shallow pit (1) and the other (2) is 
considered to be a large storage pit (Boden 2007).  From this excavation there was an 
estimated 13,000 artifacts recovered from the 1995 dig. 
In 2015 a botanical analysis was conducted on the feature material that was 
collected from the 1995 excavation.  The results from this will be discussed later in 
Chapter 6 discussing the botanical analysis of the McClellend site assemblage. 
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Figure 4 Burnside School Map (Boden 2007) 
More than 18,000 artifacts were collected in a 5-m gridded surface collection 
from the Sell site in the 1989/1990 season.  However, Dobbs’ report only mentions 
collecting over 6,000 artifacts from the surface of the field (Dobbs 1991: 35).  Dobbs 
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only prepared a preliminary report and subsequent field work recovered more artifacts 
than his initial estimate.  The pottery that was collected was mostly shell tempered with a 
lower number of grit temper sherds.  Examining where the grit tempered pottery was 
found on the surface grid Dobbs used, these most likely come from a smaller possible 
Woodland area south of the main Oneota habitation area.  The grit tempered pottery has 
not been formally analyzed to confirm if it is from the Woodland period or if it is possible 
Plains Village-related pottery.  The rest of the artifact assemblage is mostly lithic 
debitage, lithic tools and faunal from mammalian, osteosteichthyes, and bivalvian 
species. 
The Children's Home (21GD164) site yielded only 64 artifacts from the surface 
survey.  No pottery was recovered, though the site was identified as having an Oneota 
presence based off the five triangular projectile points recovered (Dobbs 1991).  These 
three sites within the Spring Creek valley, even with few subsurface units put in place, 
demonstrated that there was an Oneota presence away from the major villages.  After the 
Spring Creek Survey, Dobbs did not revisit to explore further at these sites. 
In 2006, Schirmer conducted his annual summer archaeology field school and 
revisited the Spring Creek and Hay Creek Valleys.  During this time, he discovered the 
McClelland site in the Hay Creek Valley.  A surface collection was completed at 
McClelland and 1392artifacts were collected.  In 2010, Schirmer returned with plans to 
excavate in hopes that some features would be uncovered.  Again, another surface 
collection was done and 792 artifacts were collected.  Three block units, comprised of 
2x1 meter units were placed in locations of high artifact concentration areas.  From these 
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excavation units, five features were found and completely removed for flotation at a later 
date.  
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CHAPTER THREE:  METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION 
AND ANALYSIS 
 
The McClelland site was discovered during the 2006 Minnesota State University, 
Mankato archeology field school, in a field that had not previously been surveyed.  This 
location was selected for the survey because a village site was located in the area on a 
chart prepared by J. V. Brower in 1903.  A further reason for surveying the area included 
that a series of other Oneota sites had been found in the vicinity in the 1980s (Dobb 1985, 
1991). 
Surface Collection Year Count 
2006 1392 
2010 792 
Grand Total 2094 
Table 1: Surface Collection Artifact Count by Year 
Field Methods 
  
A pedestrian survey was conducted using two to three-meter spacing and artifacts 
were marked with pin flags.  After the entire field was walked and artifacts marked, they 
were then picked up and brought back to Mankato to be washed and catalogued.  There 
were 1,392 artifacts collected from this 2006 surface collection. 
Four years later, another surface collection was done in the same way it was in 
2006, this time recovering another 792 artifacts on the surface.  Before the surface 
collection was picked up in the field, Dr. Schirmer climbed up a nearby tree to get an 
elevated view to assess whether or not obvious concentrations existed.  Based on this, 
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three excavation blocks were placed in observed concentrations.  To find the southern site 
boundaries, shovel tests were placed outside the field in an adjacent pasture.  Four shovel 
tests out of twelve were positive.  Since the shovel test artifact concentration was 
dramatically lower than in the field, we believe the boundaries of the site are abrupt, and 
the site area is largely confined to the field. 
Commonly, the plow zone and surface collections are not perceived as accurate 
indicators of what might be found below.  The reasoning behind this is that since many 
archeological sites like this one are found in agriculture fields (plowing occurring each 
season), the plowing would impact the locations of where surface level artifacts are 
recovered.  Since the plow moves soil, rocks, and artifacts, it is assumed that they are 
removed from their context locations.  However, while there is potential that specific 
context might be lost, Harvey (2012) among others, demonstrated that even with the 
artifacts being moved in the plow zone, using surface collection results can still help with 
finding features below the plow zone.  Not only do the concentrations of artifacts in the 
plow zone contribute to locating features, the materials themselves are typically related to 
the features and are essential to consider in any feature analysis.  Artifacts in the plow 
zone also are not as mixed up in context as many have suggested.  Even though these 
artifacts are displaced from the features they were once in, they still stay within a range 
that allows the relationship between artifacts and feature to be observed and defined 
(Harvey 2012). 
Three areas of high artifact concentration were selected to test for subsurface 
components.  All three blocks consisted of two adjoining 1x1m units.  Block A was 
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oriented east-west, and Blocks B and C were oriented north-south.  Each excavation unit 
was removed in ten-centimeter levels by shovel skimming until a feature was found.  
When a feature was identified the dimensions of the feature were documented on field 
forms.  Half or full excavation units had to be added in three instances to expose features 
fully.  When the feature was fully exposed, it became the focus of excavation.  The 
features were divided along the cardinal directions into four quarters and removed in 
these quarter units in five-centimeter levels.  Each feature was entirely collected in the 
field for flotation. 
Lab Methods 
 
When the collection was brought back to the lab, the artifacts were washed and 
placed on drying racks sorted by provenience.  After the artifacts were dry, they were put 
in new bags labeled with the correct provenience information. 
Lithic raw material identifications were accomplished using the comparative 
collection that is in the archeology lab at MNSU.  All lithic material was sorted into the 
same type if they are in the same context.  Lithic debitage was put through size grade 
sieves and sorted into the following categories: G1(>1”), G2(>0.5”), G3(>0.25”), and 
G4(> 0.10”).  Size grading debitage assists in the sorting process and helps roughly 
assign the artifacts into a lithic reduction sequence (i.e., primary, secondary, tertiary and 
retouch fakes).  These groupings were then counted, weighed and catalogued by context.  
Heat treated lithic debitage was separated and treated the same way as non-heat treated 
debitage and grouped together by raw lithic material and size grade.  Lithic tools were 
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catalogued individually, noting their weight, lithic raw material, and measurements of 
length, width, and thickness. 
Each context with pottery was sorted based on temper, vessel morphology (rim, 
neck, shoulder, body, and base), and decoration techniques.  In each category, counts of 
artifacts and weights for the groups were done for cataloguing.  Diagnostic pieces such as 
rims and necks were catalogued individually, weighed, and measurements of length, 
width and height were taken.  Profiles of the rims were drawn, measurements of 
estimated orifice diameter were determined, and pictures were taken. 
All faunal material was identified to the finest taxonomic class ascertainable 
without extended study, using MSU’s faunal comparative collection.  If further 
identification was believed to be possible, this was noted (Gilbert 1980; Hazard 1982).  
Any modified bone (e.g., burned, polished, shaved, cut, or formed into a tool) was 
separated from the rest of the faunal materials and catalogued in groupings or 
individually.  Any suspected human remains were taken to Dr. Kathleen Blue to help 
with identification. 
All soil samples from the McClelland site were processed using a Dausman A-1 
Flote-Tech flotation machine.  Each soil sample was processed individually and a 
measurement of how many liters of soil in the sample was documented in a flotation log.  
Each sample was given an identification number during flotation; this number helps with 
assuring artifacts from heavy and light fractions do not become disassociated from each 
other or their provenience.  All samples were taken to the archeology lab and placed into 
boxes organized by feature number.  The light and heavy fractions from each sample 
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were separately size graded using the sieves measuring 10 (>2.0mm), 18 (>1.0 mm), 35 
(>0.5 mm) meshes.  The material that came from each size grade sieve was bagged 
separately and the context from the sample was transcribed to each bag. 
The 10 mesh (>2.0mm) from the heavy fraction sample from each bag was sorted 
through to pull artifacts from all artifact classes, faunal, pottery, lithic and flora.  
Botanicals were removed and placed in a petri dish for combining with the light fraction.  
All artifacts were placed into a re-sealable bag with the correct context information, and 
counted and weighted for cataloging. 
The entirety of the light fraction samples were examined for this thesis.  The 
samples were viewed under one of the microscopes (Leica GZ6, 7 - 140x magnification) 
at the MSU archeology lab.  The size sieve samples were looked at separately from each 
other, but an inventory would be taken as a whole for the soil sample.  Non-wood and 
wood remains were separated in the petri dish; the non-carbonized material was removed 
and discarded.  Lightweight, flexible forceps were used with the sample to avoid 
contamination and breakage of the botanical material.  Non-wood and wood 
identification was based on standard reference volumes (Davis 1993; Delorit 1970; 
Hoadley 1990; Montgomery 1977; Panshin and De Zeeuw 1970) and identifications were 
checked by Dr. Ronald Schirmer.  All non-wood and wood species were counted, 
weighed and documented.  All non-wood samples were placed in small, plastic, re-
sealable microcentrifuge tubes to help prevent breakage.  The tube with the non-wood 
then would be placed in a re-sealable bag with the correct context information labeled on 
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it.  All wood species were put in re-sealable bags with the correct context information 
labeled on it. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 
Five features were discovered in the six excavation units.  This required addition 
of some partial units (smaller than 1 meter by 1 meter) to expose them fully (Figure 5). 
All discovered features were refuse pits, varying in size and shape.  In the Red Wing 
region, there are estimated to be seven different morphological types of features found; 
no complete functional typology has been compiled yet (Dobbs 1987:48-50; Schirmer et 
al .n.d.).  Judging by the provisional feature typology, the five features excavated from 
the 2010 excavation fell into three categories:  a shallow broad shell midden feature, 
three straight sided, flat bottomed pits, and a large meter-deep refuse pit feature. 
As mentioned in the methods section, all excavation units were placed in areas of 
high artifact concentration based on the surface collection.  These areas of dense 
concentrations of artifacts routinely yield a subsurface feature – a pattern also seen at the 
Silvernale village (Harvey 2012). 
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Figure 5: 2010 Excavation Unit Location with LiDAR 
 
Unit Descriptions  
Block A 
Only one feature (Feature 2) (Figure 6) was uncovered in Block A. Feature 2 has 
straight sides and a flat bottom.  The dimensions are: 52 centimeters north to south, and 
62 centimeters east to west, roughly circular in shape, and are 35 centimeters deep.  There 
were 313 artifacts found in the plow zone above Feature 2.  Excavation of Feature 2 
produced three vessel segments from various levels, one hammerstone, one shell pendant, 
one avian bone bead, one Prairie du Chien chert projectile point, one Grand Meadow 
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chert scraper, and one unidentified material blade (Table 2). The pottery fits the 
description of Bartron phase pottery style (Holley n.d.). 
 
Excavation Unit # Fauna Flora Lithic Other Pottery Grand Total 
1 46 4 78 4 30 162 
2 36 2 76 4 33 151 
Grand Total 82 6 154 8 63 313 
Table 2: Block A Artifact Class Totals 
 
 
Figure 6: Block A Excavation Unit Map 
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Block B 
Block B exposed two features (Features 1 and 3) (Figure 7). 
 
Figure 7: Block B Excavation Unit Map 
Feature 1 was on the northern side of the unit. The dimensions are 90 centimeters north to 
south and 95 centimeters east to west, and it is an irregular circle that was 18 centimeters 
deep.  It had a high concentration of somewhat decayed bivalvian shell throughout the 
entire feature, including a shell cup that did not survive removal intact.  Diagnostic 
artifacts that were recovered from this feature were one shell tempered rim and a hammer 
stone.  Feature 3 is another type five, with a diameter of 90 centimeters, and depth of 33 
centimeters. Diagnostic artifacts were not as abundant in this feature, and only three shell 
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tempered rim fragments were recovered.  Soil samples were floated for both of these 
features, but not sorted through.  The artifacts associated with the non-feature areas of the 
excavation units totaled 280 (Table 3). 
Excavation Unit # Faunal Lithic Pottery Grand Total 
3 11 37 8 56 
4 6 37 21 64 
7 0 54 33 87 
8 9 23 3 35 
10 4 33 1 38 
Grand Total 30 184 66 280 
Table 3: Block B Artifact Class Totals 
 
Block C 
Block C also had two features (Figure 8).  The feature was a meter in diameter, 95 
centimeters deep and was filled with large amounts of ash and charcoal.  The feature also 
contained a cluster of limestone tablet chunks found between 30-40 cmbd and crushed 
larger chunks of limestone at the base of the feature.   Ten small copper beads, modified 
bone and shell, shell tempered rims, fragments of a miniature vessel, and a vessel 
segment with a handle were recovered.  Feature 5, on the southern end of the unit, was 
another type five feature (Schirmer et al. n.d.) that was 50 centimeters in diameter and 
had a depth of 20 centimeters.  Black bear phalanges, a fragment of a human occipital, 
and a shell tempered shoulder fragment with incised lines were recovered.  Soil samples 
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were floated, but not sorted through. The artifacts that were found in the feature totaled 
498 (Table 4). 
 
Figure 8: Block C Excavation Unit Map 
 
 
 
 
Excavation Unit # Faunal Flora Lithic Pottery Grand Total 
5 68 1 73 44 186 
6 75 7 70 87 239 
9 23 1 37 12 73 
Grand Total 166 9 180 143 498 
Table 4: Block C Artifact Class Totals 
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Artifact Class Summaries 
Pottery 
Excavations in 2006 and 2010 yielded 1040 pottery sherds.  The pottery 
assemblage from the McClelland site is 99% (1033 pieces) shell tempered.  The 1% 
(seven pieces) of grit tempered pottery is a non-local Plains village type pottery. The 
shell tempered pottery style based on decoration and morphology of the vessel segments 
falls in the category of the Bartron phase for the Red Wing region.  All features found in 
the 2010 excavation had this style of pottery.  The decoration techniques found on these 
vessel segments and from the broken shoulder and body sherds include incised lines, and 
circular punctates.  As would be expected, there were fewer decorated than undecorated 
sherds (Table 5).   
 
Pottery Morphology Decorated Undecorated Total 
Body 30 892 923 
Handle 0 2 2 
Small Vessel 1 2 3 
Neck 0 3 3 
Rim 10 12 22 
Shoulder 70 13 83 
Vessel 6 0 2 
Grand Total 117 921 1040 
Table 5: Decorated and Undecorated Pottery based on Morphology 
The 2010 excavation resulted in the recovery of an estimated thirteen different 
vessels (Table 6).  All of these fragments are consistent with the Bartron pottery style, 
except for the seven fragments of non-local Plains Village pottery. The largest vessel 
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fragment found, named the McClelland Vessel, was discovered in Feature 2, along with 
three other rims with diagnostic characteristics similar to the McClelland Vessel. 
 
 
 
 
 
The McClelland vessel decoration consists of four motifs. A drawing of the vessel 
in Figure 9 shows that the decoration in the middle is a motif with two sets of chevrons, 
(double bracketed trailed lines, containing two sets of triple chevrons with punctates 
lining the bottom chevrons) which has been found at several sites in Red Wing (Bartron, 
Mero, Burnside School, and Adams) and many other regions.  This motif decoration can 
also be considered to be a birdtail representing the Thurnderer (Neumann 2017).   
There is also a variant of the scroll motif (cf. Holley n.d.:  Figure 67) that is 
broken on both edges of the vessel.  The oblique parallel lines with a punctate border is a 
decoration filler.  The horizontal parallel incised lines with vertical parallel incised lines 
is a curtain motif (Holley n.d., Neumann 2017).   
 
Feature Number Vessel Count 
Feature 1 1 
Feature 2 4 
Feature 3 1 
Feature 4 6 
Feature 5 1 
Table 6: Vessel Fragments by Feature 
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Figure 9: Feature 2 Vessel 
 
Figure 10: Feature 2 Vessel Motif Drawing 
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Figure 11: Profile of Feature 2 Vessel 
 
The McClelland vessel fits the description of the Barton pottery phase, except for 
the lack of interior rim decoration (Holley n.d.). The key characteristics of the Bartron 
phase are shell tempered, high everted rims, decorated interior rims with nested chevrons, 
globular shoulders with rounded shoulders, with chevron type motifs or meandering lines 
with stab and drag punctates.  The motif on the McClelland vessel is suggested to fall 
under the Bartron Phase Chevron Motif (Holley n.d.).  A motif is described to be 
elements brought together to repeat a certain design as described by Shepard 1956. 
In the analysis of prehistoric pottery it is not always possible to recognize the 
potter's motifs, but the repetition of arrangements of elements on the same vessel 
and their appearance on other vessels will at least be significant. Because of its 
greater complexity, the motif is necessarily more varied and distinctive than the 
element. The same simple geometric figures appear again and again in various 
styles. Their usefulness in analysis depends on the complexity of the style. The 
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simpler the style, the greater the probability that the element is the basic decorative 
unit, and the more significant it will be. The more complex the design, the greater 
the probability that the units of composition are combinations of elements. 
(Shepard:1956:267) 
 
 Figure 12 is an image of a reconstructed vessel from Feature 40 from the Mero 
site (21PI02) (Fleming 2009).  Figure 13 is a vessel segment that was found at the 
Bartron site in Feature 80 from Elden Johnson’s excavations in 1969.  This vessel 
segment comprises a third vessel with almost identical decorative treatment and vessel 
shape.  Four shoulder fragments from the Burnside School (Figure 14) site have the same 
motif, as do two neck/shoulder sherds from the Adams site (Figure 15).  
Figure 12: Feature 40 from Mero (21PI02).  Photo Credit, Dr. Ed Fleming Science Museum of Minnesota 
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Figure 13: Bartron (21GD02) Feature 80 
 
Figure 14: Burnside School (21GD159) Feature 6 
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There are two rims from Features 2 and 3 (Figures 16, 17) that have high everted 
rims, with nested chevrons in the interior section. These rim sherds both have different 
numbers of chevrons and different rim heights, are clearly from two different vessels, and 
are the only of evidence of interior nested chevrons at McClelland from the 2006 and 
2010 excavations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Figure 15: Adams (47PI12) XU 6, and Surface 
Figure 16: Interior Rim, Nested Chevrons, Feature 3 
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Figure 17: Interior Rim Nested Chevrons, Feature 2 
A vessel segment from Feature 4 has no lip or rim treatment but has a loop handle 
attached to the lip and was riveted into the shoulder section below the neck.  In Figure 18 
the decoration on this vessel segment has a series of incised nested arches. Unfortunately, 
there is not enough of the vessel to determine what type of motif it is.  Another handle 
was found during the flotation of the soil samples from Feature 5, and this handle also 
attaches at the lip and was riveted into the shoulder section below the neck.  In terms of 
construction, form, and decorative technique, it certainly belongs to the local pottery 
assemblage (Figure 19). 
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Figure 18: Vessel Fragment with Loop handle attachment, and nested arch decoration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 19: Loop handle from Feature 5 
Based on the pottery, there is no doubt that the McClelland site belongs within the 
Oneota tradition, and given the stylistic consistency of McClelland the pottery, falls in 
the distinct, local, Red Wing Oneota pottery phase, the Bartron phase that Holley defines 
(Holley n.d.).  However, even though there are strong similarities between the Oneota 
pottery found at Bryan, Mero and Bartron and the sites in the Spring Creek Valley 
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(Burnside School and McClelland), they date roughly 100 years later than what was 
suggested by Holley (n.d.; 10). 
Based on the radiocarbon dates obtained it would suggest a second pottery phase 
at the pure Oneota villages in the Spring Creek Valley (Schirmer 2016, Neumann 2017).  
Radiocarbon dates for Burnside School at 2-sigma are 1222 – 1419 A.D.  The main area 
dates: 1222-1288 A.D. and the east area dates: 1279-1419 A.D. (Fleming and Koncur 
2016; Schirmer 2016).  McClelland dates, at1350- 1400 A.D., are later than the other 
Oneota components at Silvernale and Bryan (1200- 1300 A.D) sites (Schirmer 2016). 
Non-local Pottery 
One grit tempered rim and six grit tempered, cord marked body sherds were 
recovered in the 2010 excavation.  These were not found in features.  The rim is almost 
undoubtedly a Plains Village rim (Figure 20), very similar to a Cambria type (Schirmer 
and Henning 2013).  This rim was found in Block B, excavation unit 8, in the plow zone.  
The surface treatment on these pieces is cordmarking, and all have the same relative 
thickness.  All of these body sherds and rim came from Block C, excavation unit 6, and 
were at various levels in the plow zone above Feature 5.  Since the body sherds and rim 
were found in different Blocks, this suggests that they are from two different Plains 
Village vessels or a non-local Woodland vessel. 
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Figure 20: Plains Village Rim. Left: Side profile of Rim with broken handle attachment.  Right top down view of 
rim. 
  
Lithics 
 
The lithic raw material for the McClelland site is not similar to major sites that 
data are available for: Bryan, Mero, Silvernale, and Energy Park.  Almost all lithic 
assemblages from the major sites and single component Oneota sites are dominated by 
Prairie du Chien chert.  Prairie du Chein chert, which is a primary raw lithic material 
source, can be found along the Mississippi River valley.  The only major site exception is 
the Bryan site, which has more Grand Meadow chert than Prairie du Chien (Fleming 
2009). 
The Bryan and Mero sites’ second and third most abundant lithic raw materials 
are Hixton orthoquartzite and Grand Meadow chert (Fleming 2009).  Energy Park’s 
second and third ranked lithic raw materials are Grand Meadow chert and Hixton 
orthoquartzite (Dobbs 1993), and this holds for the Silvernale site as well (Harvey 2012), 
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as well as for the single component Oneota sites in the Spring Creek valley such as 
McClelland, Sell, and Burnside School.  However, it should be noted that single 
component Oneota sites in other areas (where some data is available, such as Adams) 
show variation, and this should not be construed as a regional lithic profile without more 
in-depth lithic raw material analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Raw Lithic Material Count Percentage  
Animike chert 1 0.04% 
Argentine chert 5 0.20% 
Basalt 3 0.12% 
Cedar Valley chert 25 1.0% 
Cochrane chert 3 0.12% 
Burlington chert 1 0.04% 
Galena chert 10 0.40% 
Granite 2 0.08% 
Grand Meadow chert 219 8.79% 
Historic Glass 1 0.04% 
Hixton Orthoquartzite 43 1.72% 
Igneous Rock 1 0.04% 
Platville chert 1 0.04% 
Prairie du Chien chert 2128 85.42% 
Quartz 1 0.04% 
Quartzite 5 0.20% 
Sandstone 1 0.04% 
Spring Branch chert 1 0.04% 
Swan River chert 20 0.80% 
Wapsipinnicon 5 0.20% 
Unidentified Material 15 0.60% 
Table 7: Raw Lithic Material by Count 
 
 
55 
 
The lithic debitage in the assemblage is comprised mainly of flakes from G3 
(n=1182) and G2 (n=520) size grades.  Primary flakes from the G1 size grade are the 
lowest in the count (n=42).  This debitage profile (Table 8) suggests that final lithic tool 
shaping and edge preparation was occurring at the site, while initial cobble and flake 
preparation largely took place off-site.  There are several lithic scatter sites (21GD264, 
21GD265) found in the valley west of McClelland (Figure 21) and Prairie du Chien chert 
outcrops in the valley walls.  Excavations at these sites have not been conducted; only 
surface collections from the 2006 Minnesota State University, Mankato’s summer 
archeological field school exist. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Size Grade Total Count Percentage 
G1 42 2.1% 
G2 520 26.2% 
G3 1182 59.4% 
G4 243 12.2% 
Table 8: Debitage Count by Size Grade 
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Figure 21: Lithic scatter areas (21GD264, 21GD265) between McClelland (21GD258), Horse (21GD224) and  
(21GD95) sites; along with a newly located scatter site. 
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The lithic tool assemblage for the McClelland site has some similarities and differences 
compared to other sites on the Minnesota side of the Red Wing region based on samples 
collected from the major villages such as Energy Park, Silvernale, and Bryan (Fleming 
2009; Harvey 2012; Schirmer 2002;).   
  
Raw Lithic Material G1 Count G2 Count G3 Count G4 Count Total  
Animike chert 
 
2 
  
2 
Argentine chert 
  
6 
 
6 
Cedar Valley chert 
 
16 24 1 41 
Cochrane chert 
 
2 
  
2 
Galena chert 
   
2 2 
Grand Meadow chert 
 
44 140 52 236 
Hixton Orthoquartzite 2 8 22 2 34 
Prairie du Chien chert 26 465 1062 212 1765 
Quartz 
 
1 
  
1 
Quartzite 
  
2 1 3 
Sand Stone 
  
1 
 
1 
Spring Branch chert 
 
1 
  
1 
Swan River chert 
 
6 11 2 19 
Unidentified 1 1 6 
 
8 
Wapsipinnicon 
 
1 3 
 
4 
Grand Total 29 547 1277 272 2125 
Table 9: Debitage by Raw Lithic Material and Size Grade 
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Projectile Points 
Twenty-seven un-notched triangular projectile points were recovered.  The 
majority of them are made from Prairie du Chien chert.  However, a there is one 
projectile point made of Argentine chert, one of Cedar Valley chert, five of Grand 
Meadow chert, one of Hixton Orthoquartzite, and one of an unidentified material. 
Lithic Tool Type Count Percentage 
Adze Bit 1 0.2% 
Awl 2 0.5% 
Biface 17 5% 
Bifacial hemi-Blade 9 2.4% 
Bipolar Core 2 0.5% 
Blade 13 3.6% 
Celt 2 0.5% 
Core 26 7.7% 
Drill 1 0.2% 
Graver 1 0.2% 
Hammer stone 3 0.8% 
Knife 14 3.8% 
Mano 2 0.5% 
Multitool 3 0.8% 
Perforator 1 0.2% 
Notched Projectile Point 1 0.2% 
Triangular un-notched projectile point 26 7.2% 
Retouched Flake 139 38% 
End Scraper 78 22% 
Side Scraper 3 0.8% 
Spoke Shave 14 3.8% 
Table 10: Lithic Tool Assemblage for McClelland 
Table 11: Projectile Point Count by Lithic Raw Material 
Projectile Point Raw Lithic Raw 
Material 
Count Percentage 
Argentine Chert 1 3.7 % 
Unidentified 1 3.7% 
Cedar Valley Chert 1 3.7% 
Grand Meadow Chert 5 18% 
Hixton Orthoquartzite 1 3.7% 
Prairie du Chien Chert 18 66% 
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Other single component Oneota sites have the same dominance of Prairie du 
Chien chert.  Sell (Dobbs 1985, 1991; Koncur 2012) and Burnside Schools (Boden 2007) 
are consistent with this pattern.  The secondary lithic raw material used for projectile 
points at these sites is Grand Meadow chert. 
Aside from the triangular unnotched projectile points found at McClelland, one 
Middle Woodland projectile point was found in the 2006 surface collection.  It has been 
identified as Steuben Expanded Stemmed projectile point (Figure 22) (Justice 1987).  The 
lithic raw material is unknown currently.  
 
Figure 22: Steuben Expanded Stemmed Projectile Point 
Scrapers  
The 2006 and 2010 field seasons resulted in the recovery of a combined total of 
81 scrapers.  The majority of the lithic raw material that the scrapers were made of is 
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Prairie du Chien Chert (46), followed in abundance by Grand Meadow Chert (28), 
Galena Chert (3), Hixton orthoquartzite (1), and one unidentified material (1).   
Across the Mississippi river at the Mero site there are 51 scrapers made from Grand 
Meadow Chert, and 46 made of Hixton orthoquartzite.  At the Bryan site there are 52 
scrapers made from Grand Meadow Chert, and five made of Hixton Orthoquartzite 
(Fleming 2009).  At Energy Park 66 scrapers were made of Cedar Valley Chert, 33 made 
of Pairie du Chien Chert, and 10 from Hixton Orthoquartizite (Dobbs 1993).  
At the pure Oneota sites, such as Sell, from the 2010 MNSU excavation, there 
were 7 scrapers made from Grand Meadow Chert, 3 made of Pairie du Chien Chert, and 1 
made of Swan River Chert.  Thirty-one scrapers were documented at the Burnside School 
site, but the breakdown of the lithic raw material is not mentioned (Boden 2007). 
Scraper Raw Lithic 
Material 
Count Percentage 
Galena Chert 3 3.3% 
Glass 1 1.1% 
Unidentified 2 2.2% 
Grand Meadow Chert 28 31% 
Hixton Orthoquartzite 1 1.1% 
Prairie du Chien Chert 46 51% 
Table 12: Scraper Raw Lithic Material 
One historic-period glass scraper (cf. Clark 1981) was also recovered in the 
surface collection at McClelland.  The scraper was made from the bottom of a large, clear 
glass bottle, and the manufacturing marking can be found on the piece so we can 
potentially determine a time frame for when the bottle was made (Figure 23).  Historic 
Dakota settlement in this part of the Hay Creek valley is well attested to in the literature 
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and maps of the period (Hancock 1905; Wood, Alley and Co. 1878).  There were no 
other historic Native materials found at the site.  
 
Figure 23: Glass Scraper, Surface Collection 
Previous evaluation of the major sites in the Red Wing region provide evidence of 
different ratios between projectile points and scrapers.  This may be indicative of hunting 
verses processing activities.  Specifically, in the major sites of the Silvernale phases 
(potentially others), there is generally a higher ratio of projectile points to scrapers.  
However, in the Oneota sections of the major sites, nearly double the amount of scrapers 
to projectile points are found (n.d. Schirmer et al.).  McClelland follows suit with the 
Oneota sections of major sites with scrapers outnumbering projectile points at a ratio of 
3:1. The Sell site has a similar ratio of scrapers to projectile points, a ratio of 2:1. 
Fauna 
The faunal assemblage includes mammalian, osteichthyes, bivalvian, and avian 
type species.  Reptilian remains were not identified in the current assemblage, which is 
inconsistent with other Oneota assemblages.  Identification of species was difficult 
because the fragments were shattered or too small.  Modified faunal is identified by the 
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physical change from either forming it into a tool, being processed, or being burnt by fire 
(Asmussen 2009).  The most abundant class of fauna by count is osteichthyan (fish), 
roughly a quarter of all fragments were burnt.  Mammalia by count had more burnt 
fragments than non-burnt pieces. 
Among the multiple broken fragments of bivalve (1115), one intact piece has 
been identified as Threeridge (Amblema plicata).  By count, bivalve and aves were not as 
highly represented as osteichthyes and mammalia remains.  
The faunal assemblage by weight is different from the count of fragments.  
Bivalvian by weight is the heaviest compared to mammalian and osteichthyan.  The 
heavy presence of bivalve shell fragments in the assemblage (by weight) is different in 
rank-order from raw count.  Mammalian fragments are still second in abundance with 
modified burnt pieces still outnumbering the unmodified.  Osteichthyan fragments had 
the greatest count (1606) among all faunal classes, but it is lower in weight compared to 
mammalian and bivalvian.  This could indicate the relative dietary importance of fish to 
the residents of this site.  Two fish species were identified: spine needles from fish of the 
catfish family, and a lower mandible and teeth of a freshwater drum (Aplodinotus 
grunniens) of the sheepshead family.  This variation in weight and count order shows that 
the assemblage does not appear to be dominated by fish, mussels, or mammals. 
  
 
 
63 
 
 
Modified Unmodified Grand Total 
Faunal 1119 2836 3955 
Avian 6 5 11 
Bivalvian 1 1114 1115 
Osteichthyes 300 1306 1606 
Mammalian 713 305 1018 
Unidentified 99 106 205 
Grand Total 1119 2836 3955 
Table 13 Faunal Species Count by Modified and Unmodified 
Comparatively few of the mammalian faunal remains were identified to species.  
A black bear phalange (Sims 2007), a coyote tooth, and fragmented white tail deer 
fragment were identified (Gilbert 1980; Hazard 1982).  Bison remains, a common 
occurrence in Oneota sites (Henning 1998), were not found in the 2006 or 2010 
assemblages.  However, excavations at the site in 2015 resulted in the collection of a 
bison scapula hoe (Schirmer personal communication 2015). 
The faunal assemblage from McClelland is different from northern lobe of the 
Bryan site.  This area of the Bryan site has higher presence of mammal bone and 
bivalvian, with osteichthyan remains less common (Schirmer 2002).  McClelland has a 
higher presence in bivalvia by weight than mammalia.  The reason that bivalves could be 
higher than mammalia is because of the sample size, however, it is worth noting.  The 
McClelland site has a similar faunal assemblage to that of the other Oneota sites such as 
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Bryan, Mero, Burnside School, and Sell (Schirmer 2002, Boden 2007), having the same 
classes represented except for McClelland lacking reptilian. 
 
Modified Faunal  
 
The excavated features contained eight modified faunal pieces in the form of tools 
or ornaments.  A bivalve shell pendant (Figure 25), one tubular bead made from an avian 
humerus (Figure 26), a flattened needle (Figure 27), and polished catfish spine needles 
were found at several depths in Feature 4.  No other bone tools were found. The Bryan, 
Energy Park and Mero sites have tubular bone beads (Dobbs 1993; Schirmer 2002; 
Fleming 2009).  Sell and Burnside school do not have any evidence of bone tubular 
beads.  The other 1111 pieces of modified faunal material were either burnt, calicified or 
had evidence of processing. 
 
Figure 24: Shell Pendent 
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Figure 25: Avian Bone Bead 
 
Figure 26: Flat modified needle 
   
Other artifacts 
 
In the process of floating the soil samples, ten small copper beads were recovered 
from the top of Feature 4 (Figure 28).  These are much smaller than the other tubular 
copper beads that have been found at other Oneota sites in Red Wing; Mero (47PI02) 
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(Fleming 2009) and Bryan (21GD04) also yielded copper tubular beads.  The source of 
the copper could be either from the Lake Superior area or float copper that was left 
behind from the last glacial retreat (Gibbon 1998; Rarp, Allert and Henrickson 1984). 
 
Figure 27: Copper Beads from Feature 4 
A soil sample from Feature 5 also revealed another interesting artifact:  a piece of 
a human occipital bone.  The bone has shallow scrape marks across the surface.  The sex 
of the specimen is undetermined, as it is such a small piece (Bass 2005). 
Feature Deposits 
 
As the botanical analysis was being completed in the lab, the heavy fractions from 
the samples were also catalogued.  This not only helps with the interpretation of the 
McClelland site based on the artifacts recovered, but it also can help with understanding 
deposit episodes that might have occurred in the features. 
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Feature 2 Deposits 
 
Combining all the artifacts by count and weight for Feature 2 there is some 
evidence the cultural and depositional processes that resulted in this refuse were 
comparatively consistent for the use-life of the pit.  The bottom of the feature has the 
lowest amount of artifacts and then it dramatically increases until the top where it stays 
relatively consistent.  By weight, there are two large deposits of pottery one at 30-35 
cmbd and another at 45-50 cmbd (Figure 30).  The high weight for these levels can be 
attributed to the large vessel segments that were recovered in the feature (Figure 31). 
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Figure 28: Feature 2 Artifact Distribution by Count 
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Figure 29: Feature 2 Artifact Distribution by Weight(g) 
 
Feature 4 Deposits 
 
Unlike Feature 2, Feature 4 has evidence from the southwest quarter of four 
distinct depositional events within a general context of refuse disposal.  All artifact 
classes express the same pattern of higher frequencies at the same depths in Feature 4.  
Interestingly, between the four deposits of material, there was a layer of tabular pieces of 
limestone at 35-40 cmbd (Figure 32).  Broken limestone chunks were found throughout 
the entirety of Feature 4, but not in the form of the tabular pieces of limestone that are 
located at this level.  The bottom of this feature also has broken up limestone, again, not 
in tabular form as in the middle of the feature.  At Burnside School, Feature 6 has 
evidence of limestone tabular pieces at the bottom of a meter-deep refuse pit (Boden 
2007), but there is no mention of limestone found within the feature.  No evidence of 
limestone-lined features has been found in Red Wing or mentioned in previous literature. 
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Figure 30: Feature 4 Artifact Distribution by Count 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  FLORAL ANALYSIS 
 
Prior to this project, botanical analysis had never been completed on any of the 
single component Oneota tradition sites within the Red Wing region.  Two botanical 
analyses from the Bryan site (Schirmer 2002; Zalucha 1987) exist.  The Bryan has 
multiple components (Silvernale phase and Oneota tradition) and, therefore, the studies 
was not looking strictly at one tradition.  Rather, it analyzed how botanical assemblages 
in different parts of the site reflected different, contemporaneous plant use practices.  
This detailed botanical analysis of two features from the McClelland site will hopefully 
begin to help with understanding the different phases and traditions at the major sites in 
the Red Wing region. 
Features 2 and 4 from the 2010 excavations at McClelland by MSU-Mankato 
were selected for a botanical inventory and analysis.  Feature 2 was selected because it 
contained several diagnostic Oneota tradition type pottery sherds, some charred plant 
remains, and because it wasa different size than Feature 4.  Feature 4 was selected 
because of the significant quantities of ash, charred plant remains, and artifacts recovered 
during excavation and found during flotation.  For both features it was hoped that the 
botanical inventory would provide enough data to select appropriate samples from for 
radiocarbon dating.  All soil samples, which was the entirety of Feature 2 were analyzed.  
The top twenty centimeters and the complete southwest quarter of Feature 4 were the 
only portions analyzed because of how large and concentrated the feature was. 
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Wood Assemblage 
The wood assemblage for Features 2 and 4 has a small range of species that are 
native to the local environment around the McClelland site.  According to Marschner 
(1975) (see Figure 29, Presettlement Vegetation Map), the site is located in an oak 
opening or barren. However, the recovered wood specimens show that the site’s location 
can more accurately be described as a low, protected valley connecting floodplain forests 
in the Hay and Spring Creek valleys to the east and west, respectively.  This is a case 
where broad scale map data are useful at the scale of miles whereas the botanical 
assemblage gives a more accurate account of the micro-scale biology of the region.  
Given the environment that the McClelland site is located in, it is not surprising that 
Quercus sp. leucobalanus gp. (white oak subgenus) is the dominant species of charcoal 
remains that were recovered.  Supporting the divergence from the map’s characterization 
of the area, other types of species more consistent with mesic areas were Acer spp. 
(maple), Betula spp. (birch), Fraxinus americana (white ash), Ostrya virginiana 
(ironwood), Prunus serotina (cherry), Umus americana (white elm), Ulmus spp. (elm), 
Quercus erythrobalanus (red oak subgenus), and unidentified conifer. 
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Figure 31: Presettlement Vegetation Map of the Red Wing Region 
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Since only two features are included in this botanical analysis, the ubiquity will be 
separate for both features.  The count of the pieces of charcoal (non-wood and wood) 
analyzed for this study is 9,900. 
Feature 2 Wood Assemblage 
 
In Table 13 the ubiquity for the wood species in Feature 2 is expressed.  Quercus 
leucobalanus has a ubiquity of 1, meaning that it exists in all sampling locations in 
Feature 2.  Quercus erythrobalanus is the second in abundance (ubiquity of 0.267), 
present in roughly one-quarter of the levels of the feature.  All other wood species (Acer 
spp., Ostrya virginiana, Ulmus americana, and Ulmus spp.) have lower abundance 
throughout the feature with a ubiquity range from 0.167 to 0.033. 
Depth 
(CMBD) 
Quercus 
leucobalanus 
Quercus 
erythrobalanus 
Acer 
rubrum 
Ostrya 
virginiana 
Ulmus 
spp. 
Ulmus 
americana 
30-35  X 
  
X 
  
35-40  X X X 
 
X 
 
40-45  X 
     
45-50  X X 
    
50-55  X X 
  
X X 
55-60  X X 
  
X 
 
60-65  X 
     
65-70  X 
   
X 
 
Ubiquity 100.00% 50.00% 12.50% 12.50% 50.00% 12.50% 
Table 14: Wood Ubiquity for Feature 2 
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In terms of the distribution, most levels of the feature only contain one type of wood 
charcoal, and some contain one or two more.  Only one level has more than three types of 
wood present.  This pattern reflects consistent use of Quercus leucobalanus with other 
woods only occasionally used in isolated instances – that is, there does not appear to be 
any patterning to the use of wood other than that the white oaks were heavily used 
(whether because of preference or availability is addressed elsewhere), the red oaks were 
moderately used, and other trees were only occasionally used, and not in a coordinated 
fashion. 
Feature 4 Wood Assemblage 
 
Wood charcoal ubiquities for Feature 4 are expressed in Table 15.  Just as in 
Feature 2, Quercus leucobalanus is present through all layers in feature (ubiquity of 1).  
The rest of the wood assemblage is similar to Feature 2 with a few more species 
identified.  As in Feature 2, the second most abundant species found again is Quercus 
eryobalanus with a ubiquity of 0.4375.  Ostrya virginiana and Betula spp., both have a 
Wood Species Total Weight (g) 
Acer sp. 0.117 
Ostrya virginiana 0.131 
Quercus erythrobalanus 1.194 
Quercus leucobalanus 17.484 
Ulmus americana 0.004 
Ulmus sp. 0.233 
Unidentified 0.56 
Grand Total 19.723 
Table 15: Wood Species for Feature 2 by weight (g) 
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ubiquity of 0.1875, and both were found in the same levels in the feature.  Unidentified 
conifer, Fraxinus americana, Prunus spp., and Ulmus americana all have the lowest 
ubiquity of 0.0625. 
 Betula spp., Ostrya virginiana, Acer spp., conifer, Fraxinus americana and 
unidentified Prunus spp. are all found in the same levels near the top portion of the 
features.  Ulmus spp. and Ulmus americana are present in the lower portion of the feature 
with no other diverse species present. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Wood Species Total (g)  
Acer spp. 0.003 
Betula spp. 0.985 
Carbonized tree root 0.06 
Conifer 0.007 
Fraxinus americana 0.016 
Ostrya virginiana 0.05 
Prunus spp. 0.001 
Quercus erythrobalanus 1.889 
Quercus leucobalanus 38.531 
Ulmus americana 0.05 
Ulmus spp. 0.022 
Unidentified 5.163 
Grand Total 47.235 
Table 16: Wood Species for Feature 4 by weight(g) 
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15-20  X X 
  
X 
 
X X 
  
20-25  
      
X X 
  
25-30  
   
X 
 
X X X 
  
30-35  
 
X 
  
X 
 
X X 
  
35-40  
       
X X X 
40-45  
       
X 
  
45-50  
       
X 
  
50-55  
       
X 
  
55-60  
      
X X X 
 
60-65  
       
X 
  
65-70  
       
X X 
 
70-75  
      
X X X 
 
75-80  
       
X 
  
80-85  
       
X 
  
85-90  
       
X 
  
Ubiquity 0.0625 0.1875 0.0625 0.0625 0.1875 0.0625 0.4375 1 0.25 0.0625 
Table 17: Wood Ubiquity for Feature 4 
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Non-Wood Assemblage 
 
The non-wood botanical assemblage that was examined for this thesis consists of 
charcoal remains from reproductive parts of plants.  The non-wood assemblage from 
Features 2 and 4 has more of a variety in botanical material than the wood assemblage 
did.  In both features from McClelland the most common plant remains there were 
identified were: Zea mays (corn), Phaseolus vulgaris (bean), Curcubita spp. (squash), 
and Helianthus annuus (sunflower). 
Other botanical materials that were present but had lower frequencies are: Iva 
annua var. macrocarpa (marshelder), Chenopodium spp. (goosefoot), Hordeum pusillum 
(little barley), Lagenaria spp. (gourd), Phytolacca americana (pokeweed), Carya spp. nut 
shell (hickory), Crataegus spp. (hawthorn), Quercus nut shell (oak nut shell), nutlet 
fragments, Polygonum spp., Rumex spp., Vitis riparia (grape), Zizania palustris (wild 
rice), and fused starch granules (pop starch) (Crowther 2012).  All of these plant remains 
are also present at the Bryan site (Schirmer 2002). 
 
Feature 2 Botanical Assemblage 
 
Cultigens 
The highest ubiquity from Feature 2 was from the cultigen Zea mays (Table 17) at 
87.5%, indicating that it was found in nearly all levels.  In the levels in this feature the 
presence of maize kernels and cupules are continuous throughout all levels, except for the 
bottom level (65-70 cmbd).  Maize embryo fragments are only found in the top two levels 
(30-40 cmbd), and cob fragments, were only found at 55-60 cmbd. 
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Among the cultigens, Phaseolus vulgaris has the second highest ubiquity of 
0.625.  The third highest ubiquity was Helianthus annus at 0.375, followed by fused 
starch granules (Crowther 2012) and Chenopodium spp., both at 0.25. Curcurbita spp. 
seed fragments and Curcurbita spp. rind fragments were both fifth in ubiquity at 0.125. 
Twenty-two Zea mays kernel fragments from 35-40 cmbd of the southeast quarter 
were selected to be sent in for radiocarbon dating.  The date for these plant remains are 
1380-1420 A.D (Schirmer 2016). 
 
Non-Cultigens  
Non-cultigen material found in Feature 2 are: charred grass stem fragments, 
carbonized fungus, and Phytolacca spp., Phytolacca americana, and Vitis riparia seeds.  
These could be evidence of “seed rain” since the ubiquity is not as high as the other plant 
remains identified.  Seed rain is defined as remains that occur in low frequencies (Asch 
and Asch 1985). Seed rain is also based on low frequency and there is no economic 
importance.  There are several different ways that these types of seeds could be present in 
the assemblage animals, being attached to the human body, clothing, and aerodynamics 
(Asch and Asch 1985). 
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55-60                       X X X   
60-65                         X X   
65-70                     X         
Ubiquity 0.125 0.250 0.125 0.125 0.50 0.375 0.625 0.125 0.125 0.25 0.125 0.125 0.875 87.50% 25.00% 
Table 18 Feature 2 Non-wood Ubiquity
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Table 19: Non-wood count for Feature 2 
 
 
Feature 2 Non-wood Species Count 
Amorphous carbonized material 1 
Carbonized fungus 2 
Carbonized grass stem 1 
Chenopodium spp.  4 
Crataegus spp. 1 
Cucurbita spp. rind 7 
Curcurbita spp. seed 1 
Fungus 14 
Helianthus annus 5 
Phaseolus vulgaris 21 
Phytolacca 1 
Phytolacca americana 2 
Pop starch 212 
Unidentified 26 
Unidentified seed  5 
Vitis riparia 1 
Zea mays cob fragment 2 
Zea mays cupule fragment 95 
Zea mays embryo fragment 9 
Zea mays kernel fragments 314 
Total 724 
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Feature 4 Botanical Assemblage  
 
Cultigens 
Cultigens from Feature 4 include the same specimen-types identified as in Feature 
2, with a few more species added.  Table 20 expresses the ubiquity of non-wood 
specimens from Feature 4.  Zea mays has the highest ubiquity of 0.9375.  Several other 
cultigens also have a high ubiquity within Feature 4: Fused starch granules (Crowther 
2012) and Chenopodium spp., has a ubiquity of 0.875, Phaseolus vulgaris has a ubiquity 
of 0.8125 and Helianthus annuus has a ubiquity of 0.6875.  All of these cultigens are 
present in all the same levels.  Curcubita seed and rind fragments were also found within 
the feature, as well as Lagenaria spp. rind.  Five pieces of Zizania palustris were found at 
20-25cmbd and at 45-50 cmbd, consistently found with Chenopodium spp., Helianthus 
annus, and Phaseolus vulgaris. 
One specimen of Chenopodium spp. from Feature 4 that exhibits a truncate 
margin , a trait typical of the eastern domesticate (Smith 1985), but many other 
Chenopodium spp. specimens from Features 2 and 4 exhibit the rounded margin typical 
of the western domesticate (cf. Blickre 2008).  This domesticated variety is consistent 
with other sites in the Red Wing region (Fleming and Koncur 2016; Schirmer 2002), the 
Sheffield site (Fleming and Koncur 2014), and numerous sites in the western part of the 
state and onto the eastern Plains (Blickre 2008; Langeseth 2012; Schirmer 2014).  The 
Iva annua var. marcrocarpa variety that was found in Feature 4 is also a domesticate.  
The three specimens that were found in the samples were all from this variety (Yarnell 
1972). 
 
82 
 
82 
 
Non-Cultigens 
The non-cultigens present in Feature 4 are Crataegus spp., fungus, unidentified 
nut shell fragments, nutlet fragments, Phytolacca americana, Polygonum spp., Quercus 
nut shell fragments, and Rumex spp.  These could be considered seed rain; however these 
were also found in the botanical assemblage at the Bryan site (Schirmer 2002).  
Feature 4 Non-wood Species  Count 
Carya sp. nut shell 2 
Chenopodium spp. 125 
Crataegus spp. 1 
Curcurbita spp. rind 17 
Curcurbita spp. seed 3 
Fungus 8 
Helianthus annuus 43 
Hordeum pusillum 2 
Iva annua var macrocarpa 3 
Lagenaria spp. rind 1 
Nut shell fragments 3 
Nutlet fragment 4 
Phaseolus vulgaris 180 
Phytolacca americana 1 
Polygonum 1 
Pop starch 826 
Quercus nut shell fragment 1 
Rumex spp. 1 
Unidentified 108 
Unidentified seeds 25 
Zea mays cob fragment 7 
Zea mays cupule fragment 268 
Zea mays embryo fragment 32 
Zea mays gloum fragment 4 
Zea mays kernel fragment 1730 
Zea mays stalk fragments 9 
Zizania palustris 5 
Grand Total 3417 
 
Table 20: Non-wood by Count for Feature 4 
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Ubiquity 0.0625 0.875 0.125 0.3125 0.125 0.5 0.6875 0.125 0.125 0.0625 0.0625 0.25 0.8125 0.0625 0.0625 0.8125 0.0625 0.0625 0.125 0.9375 0.75 0.25 0.9375 0.0625 0.1875 
Table 21: Non-wood Ubiquity for Feature 4 
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Botanical Interpretation  
 
This botanical analysis from the McClelland site provides an initial 
characterization of the activities and plant use of post-Silvernale phase Oneota 
inhabitants.  Only three other Red Wing botanical assemblage analyses exist:  two at the 
Bryan Site (Schirmer 2002; Zalucha 1987) and one from Burnside School (Fleming and 
Koncur 2016).  The Bryan site is a mixed component site with Silvernale phase and 
Bartron phase occupations, as well as a poorly-defined Late Woodland component.  As 
originally defined, the Main area of the Bryan site is more Silvernale phase in character, 
while the Northern lobe is more Oneota (Dobbs 1991, Schirmer 2002).  The botanical 
inventories from these areas reflect differences in plant use between the two areas.  
Burnside School is considered to be a pure Oneota tradition village in the Spring Creek 
Valley (Dobbs 1991; Boden 2007). 
These analyses can be used to help with understanding the possible relationships 
with other areas that have a strong Oneota presence such as in the Blue Earth region, the 
Sheffield site and the La Crosse locality,.  In the La Crosse locality, several botanical 
analyses have been conducted over the last decade.  Based on McClelland site AMS 
dates, it falls within the time of the Brice Prairie Phase in La Crosse (Arzigian 2006, 
Boszhardt et al 2011).  Comparing the botanical inventories, there are some notable 
differences between McClelland and La Crosse. 
Red Wing region Comparison  
 
At the Bryan site in the Main area the wood assemblage comprises of 68% of the 
total wood identified of the analysis (Schirmer 2002).  Quercus leucobalanus gp. and 
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erythrobalanus gp. were dominant in both parts of the sites, however, there is a 
noticeable difference in the subgroups of trees identified in each area.  These wood 
species have higher frequencies in the main area than in the norther lobe: green or white 
ash, American elm, ironwood, aspen/cottonwood, bitternut hickory, birch, hackberry, 
willow and alder (Schirmer 2002).  In the Northern lobe, the wood species that have 
higher frequencies than in the Main area are soft maple, red maple, black ash, 
cherry/plum, slippery elm, and sumac.  The reasons for the differences between the main 
area and the northern lobe are because they are in different environmental areas.  
At the McClelland site white and red oak subgroups are the dominant wood 
species but the other varieties of tree species suggest similarities with the Main village 
area at the Bryan site.  At Burnside School, the wood assemblage is consistent with 
McClelland.  According the Marschner (1975) the Bryan site is located in a Big Woods 
environment and Burnside School is between Big Woods and River Bottom Forest type 
environments.   Whereas McClelland is in an Oak barren or opening.  This suggests the 
wood use at these sites is consistent with the type of environment that the site was 
occupied in.  The wood charcoal from Bryan and Burnside School could suggest that the 
environment was more in line with an Oak opening or Oak Parkland, and McClelland 
would have been a Big Woods environment (Aaseng et al 1994).   
The non-wood from McClelland is consistent with the plant remains found at the 
Burnside School and Bryan, however, Phaseolus vulagris (common bean) was not 
identified in the assemblage from the Bryan site (Schirmer 2002).  In botanical 
assemblages from pre-contact Glenwood sites in Iowa, beans are dated to 1250 AD 
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(University of Iowa, Office of the State Archaeologist) and are the earliest presence in the 
state.  There are notable non-wood plants present at the Bryan site that are not present or 
have very low frequencies at McClelland and Burnside School.  These are: Amaranthus 
sp.( pigweed), Ambrosia artemisiifolia (common rageweed), Corylus sp. nutshell 
(hazelnut), Elymus sp.(wheatgrass), Eragrostis sp. (canegrass), Fragaria sp. (strawberry), 
Gramineae spp., (Poaceae), Nicotiana sp.(tobacco), Oxalis sp. (wood sorrels), Panicum 
sp. (panicgrass), Prunus serotina (black cherry), Prunus virginiana (bitter-berry), Rhus 
sp. seeds (sumac), Scirpus sp. (scirpus), Solanum sp.(nightshade), Solidago sp. 
(goldenrod), Vaccinium sp. (cranberry/ blueberry), Verbena sp. (vervain), Vitis riparia 
(riverbank grape), and Zizania palustris (wild rice). 
Vitis riparia, and Zizania palustris are present at both McClelland and Burnside 
School, but do not have the high frequencies compared to the Bryan Site.  Amaranthus 
sp. and Rhus sp. seeds were only present from Feature 6 at Burnside School, which is 
suggested to be a refuse pit, but were not found at either feature at McClelland (Fleming 
and Koncur 2016); however, they do not have as high of a feature ubiquity as at Bryan. 
Chenopodium sp., Curcurbita sp., Helianthus annuus, Iva annua, and Hordeum 
pusillum are present at the Bryan site, but the frequencies are much lower at Byran, and 
higher at McClelland and Burnside School.  Ambrosia trifida was only found in Feature 6 
from Burnside School and Phytolacca americana was found in various levels in Feature 
4 at McClelland. 
These differences between Bryan, Burnside School and McClelland help with not 
only understanding the relationships among post Silvernale phases at Oneota sites, but 
87 
 
87 
 
also internal site activities.  Fleming (2009) describes the Bryan site is an aggregation 
center: 
Aggregation, simply defined, is the process of people coming together for social 
intercourse.  Therefore, an aggregation center is a locale that provides the means 
for face-to-face interaction between regional groups that maintain the social, 
political, and spiritual lives of the individuals involved (Fleming: 2009: 224). 
 
Strictly looking at the botanical material from Bryan and comparing it to Burnside 
School and McClelland, it is apparent that Bryan is special.  The data support Fleming’s 
(2009) aggregation center attribution for Bryan.  The diversity of non-wood species 
present at the Bryan site is high with 44 varieties. Burnside School (22) and McClelland 
(20) have half this amount of non-wood species.  This diversity of non-wood species at 
Bryan is shown through more fruits, grasses, nightshade family, tobacco, and nut 
varieties than other sites.  Thus, both Burnside School and McClelland are more likely 
representative of typical Oneota plant-use practices in the 13th to 14th centuries in Red 
Wing. 
Blue Earth region Comparison 
 
Limited research has been conducted on botanical remains from the Blue Earth 
region.  One botanical inventory (Dobbs 1984) documented Zea mays, Phaseolus 
vulgaris, Prunus americana, Crataegus spp., Helianthus annuus, and Corylus americana.  
Flotation samples from an excavation at the Vosburg site (21FA02) in 2013 by MNSU, 
yielded Zea mays, Chenopodium spp., Hordeum pusillum, and large amounts of 
Polygonum spp. (personal communication with Dr. Ron Schirmer).  Further analysis of 
sites in the Blue Earth region is needed to be able to understand the possible relationship 
to Red Wing Oneota sites. 
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La Crosse locality Comparison 
 
It can be misleading to compare a large, well-studied region like LaCrosse and a 
single site with only two analyzed features like McClelland.  However, such a 
comparison is useful in making some generalizations about the assemblage’s similarities 
and differences.  The La Crosse locality has had significantly more data to analyze due to 
the greater number of sites and features.  McClelland has two features and Burnside 
school has five features, whereas the three papers on La Crosse reviewed for this study 
included over 50 features. 
There is significantly more variety in nuts (black walnut, bitternut, hickory, acorn, 
and hazelnut), wild fruits (blueberry, cranberry, raspberry, blackberry, plum, cherry, 
grape and sumac) and Solanum americanum, recovered in La Crosse (Arzigian 1994, 
2006; Boszhardt et al 2011).  In contrast, at the McClelland site, based off the two 
features analyzed here, there is relatively little in terms of either variety or quantity. This 
is also true for Burnside School (Fleming and Koncur 2016) where five features were 
examined and yielded the similar results.  
There is one specimen of Vitis riparia and there is one Quercus nut fragment from 
Feature 2.  Feature 4 has three unidentified nut fragments and one fragment of Carya sp. 
nut shell.  Fruits present at McClelland that are not present in botanical assemblages from 
La Crosse are, Phytolacca americana., and Crataegus sp. 
  Iva annua (3 seeds) is present in the material analyzed from McClelland.  Bryan 
(Schirmer 2002), Sheffield (Fleming and Koncur 2014) and Burnside School (Fleming 
and Koncur 2016) all have documented the presence of Iva annua.  La Crosse locality 
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sites do not have (Arzigian 1994) or have a possible single fragment of Iva annua present 
(Arzigian 2006; Boszhardt et al 2011). 
Helianthus annuus is present at McClelland (48 seeds), and a ubiquity of 100%.  
Burnside School also has a ubiquity of 100% (five features) with the presence of 50 seeds 
(Fleming and Koncur 2016).  One report from the Sanford district (Boszhardt et al 2006) 
has no evidence of Helianthus annuus present in Brice Prairie phase features; however, 
there is one feature from a Valley View phase that has the presence with three specimens 
and a ubiquity of 20% by feature. 
Similarities between La Crosse and McClelland include the presence of certain 
plants such as Chenopodium sp., Curcurbita spp.., Helianthus annus, Phaseolus vulgaris, 
Hordeum pusillum, Zea Mays and Zizania palustris.  Tobacco was not found in any 
samples from the two feature from the McClelland site.  There is evidence of tobacco at 
the Bryan site (Schirmer 2002), and in sites in the La Crosse locality (Arzigian 2006; 
Boszhardt et al 2011).  Analyzed samples from the Sheffield site and Burnside School 
yielded no tobacco but again, this is most likely due to the low sample count (Fleming 
and Koncur 2014; 2016). 
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CHAPTER SIX:  CONCLUSION 
 
 The artifact assemblage analyzed for this thesis has laid a foundation for 
understanding the Oneota tradition separately from the Silvernale phase in the Red Wing 
region.  There are some general conclusions that can be drawn from the analysis of 
McClelland and from the other Oneota villages. 
 Examining the material from the major villages compared to the Oneota villages 
could in some sense be like comparing apples and oranges.  The major villages are 
aggregation centers (Fleming 2009), and as such they should have more diverse material 
from non-local sources.  This is well represented at all the major sites in the Red Wing 
region.  The Oneota villages, however, do not have the diverse assemblages that the 
major villages do.  The villages do not lack in the amount of material, but they lack 
diversity.  The Oneota villages could be considered homogenous; they do not have any 
indication of Middle Mississippian-related material.  As well, the diversity of plant 
species is half of what it is at Bryan, and there are no other local pottery styles present. 
 Prior to the new dates that were acquired for these Oneota villages, it might 
have been assumed that they were in existence at the same time the major villages were 
occupied.  This is based off of the Bartron type pottery being present at the major villages 
and the Oneota Villages (Holley n.d).  The chevron motif that is diagnostic to Bartron 
type pottery is documented to be on vessels from major sites (Mero, Bryan and Bartron).  
Holley suggested in a pottery analysis that the Bartron pottery style dated to 1200-1275 
A.D. 
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 Radiocarbon dates for the McClelland site were later than expected 1380-1420 
A.D..  The radiocarbon dates for Oneota type pottery at Silvernale and Bryan sites dated 
to 1150-1250 A.D..  These sites date nearly one hundred years earlier than the single 
component sites in the Spring Creek valley.  This is further supported by recent 
radiocarbon dating results (Schirmer 2016) and is being developed as the Spring Creek 
phase. 
 There are no dates from any of the major villages that suggest an occupation 
after 1250 A.D.  Burnside School has dated to 1222 A.D. to 1419 A.D. (Fleming and 
Koncur 2016), this is the only Oneota site insofar that has a date with a window of 
overlap with the major villages.  These dates could suggest that people moved away from 
the major villages and into the small tributary valleys of Spring and Hay creek. Why they 
moved away from the major rivers and into the smaller valleys is presently unknown. 
  It remains to be seen (due to the small sample size), yet it appears that the single 
component Oneota tradition sites in the Red Wing region are not as diverse in lithic 
material and botanicals as the multicomponent sites along the Mississippi and Cannon 
rivers.  They appear to have used Bartron type (or descendant) pottery, past previous 
temporal limits (Schirmer 2016, Neumann 2017).   
 The Oneota tradition from the Red Wing region exists contemporaneously with 
the Sheffield site, La Crosse locality and the Blue Earth locality (Schirmer 2016).  In 
these different areas there are links that can tie them together showing a relationship.  
However, from the most recent botanical (Fleming and Koncur 2014, 2016; Schirmer 
2002) and ceramic (Holley n.d.; Neumann 2017) analyses from these areas it does 
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support they are related, but what is most notable is that they also stand uniquely apart 
from stand apart from one another (Schirmer 2016, Neumann 2017).  This data can help 
with understating how to separation of Oneota from Silvernale phase assemblages.    
   Data analyzed from the McClelland site provides an increased understanding of 
the Oneota tradition in the Red Wing region.  However, further research and excavation 
is needed to more fully understand the relationships occurring.  Future surveys should 
target not just single component sites, but also samples from the major sites of different 
phases (e.g.Silvernale). 
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